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1 . The trial court erroneously admitted detailed evidence of a

2. Nash's due process rights were violated because the

B. ISSUES PERTAINING TO ASSIGNMENTS OF

ERROR
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The occupant of the faculty office, Professor Bonnie Decke
testified that her office was not open to the general public, but thlshe has been known to forget to lock up the office at night. RP3 53 .
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18. When asked for his name, Mr. Nash gave the officer the naml..-
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Nash refuted Rupnow's testimony, stating that he had not placed

the telephone in the storage unit. RP3 162.
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3details of the 2006 burglary, arguing that when Nash told his stolil
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Only the fact of the conviction had been entered, not the facts. RP4

170.
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jury for the prior conviction, and as to the separate charges. RN
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Defense counsel rejected a proposed instruction on the DVD player,
fearing that an instruction would only draw attention to the incident in
the jury's mind and compound the error. RN 103, 128.
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the bathroom and I got inside. So if there's any
thought that he entered the office by accident or
mistake, I submit the defendant told so many differen)
stories as to why he was in the office, you can take
that into consideration.
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2. THERE WAS INSUFFICIENT EVIDENCE TO SUPPORT THE

CONVICTION FOR POSSESSION OF STOLEN PROPERTY IN THE

SECOND DEGREE BECAUSE THERE WAS NO EVIDENCE OF THE FAIR

MARKET VALUE OF THE USED CONFERENCE TELEPHONE.
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